Background: There has been a marked increase in the use of complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) in recent years worldwide. In Germany, apart from 'Heilpraktiker' (= statelicensed, non-medical CAM practitioners), some general practitioners (GPs) provide CAM in their practices. This paper aims to explore the attitudes of GPs about the role of CAM in Germany, in relation to the healthcare system, quality of care, medical education and research. Furthermore, experiences of GPs integrating CAM in their daily practice were explored.
Background
In Germany, the overall percentage of the population with experience of using Complementary and Alternative Medicine (CAM) increased from 52% in 1970 to 73% in 2002 [1] . A national representative survey shows that herbal medicine, exercise therapy and hydrotherapy are the most frequently used CAM modalities in Germany [2] . Besides these so-called classic naturopathic therapies, homeopathy, manual therapy and acupuncture are commonly used CAM therapies [2] .
The extent to which CAM is practiced by physicians or non-medical therapists differs considerably among countries. In Germany, medical doctors can obtain a variety of additional qualifications relating to specific CAM therapies (e.g. chiropractic, homeopathy, naturopathy) regulated by the regional chamber of physicians. In 2005 the German federal medical chamber documented 46.000 qualifications in CAM relating to around 60.000 general practitioners. Among those qualifications the most prevalent were chiropractic and naturopathy [3] (Table 1) . Recently, acupuncture was introduced as a 'new' CAM qualification (former 'acupuncture-certificate') accredited by local medical chambers. Although exact data are missing it is estimated that about 20.000 to 30.000 physicians are currently practising acupuncture in Germany. Furthermore, many physicians are providing CAM in their daily practice without having any CAM qualification or certificate [4] .
Only a small part of CAM is covered by the German statutory health insurance (SHI), namely physiotherapy, chiropractic, classic naturopathy (including phytotherapy) and to a lesser extent homeopathy, as well as acupuncture in patients with knee pain and lumbar pain. However, for reimbursement by the SHI, the therapist must hold the corresponding CAM-qualification. All remaining CAM modalities are not covered by SHI but have to be paid by the patients themselves as so-called 'IHS' (= Individual Healthcare Services; in German 'Individuelle Gesundheits-Leistungen' = IGeL) or may be paid by private health insurances.
The SHI Modernization Act in 2004 (= GMG 2004) was a step backwards for CAM in Germany. At the beginning of January 2004 almost all non-prescription drugs were excluded from being reimbursed by the SHI [5] , meaning that all homeopathics as well as phytotherapeutics (with the exception of mistletoe, St. John's wort, psyllium and ginkgo) were no longer reimbursable drugs. Furthermore, for the first time patients in general had to pay a consultation fee of 10 € per quarter to see their doctor.
In addition to physicians there are non-medical, statelicensed practitioners in Germany; the so-called 'Heilpraktiker', which were officially recognised by the 'Heilpraktiker'-law in 1935. A 'Heilpraktiker' has to pass an exam on basic medical knowledge and skills at a local public health office to obtain a state license. However, 'Heilpraktiker' are not obliged to undertake medical and/or CAM training. 'Heilpraktiker' only practice in the ambulatory sector and their services are not covered by the SHI but many private health insurances pay for 'Heilpraktiker'. Around 10% of patients have a private health insurance in Germany. Moreover, SHI patients increasingly take out an additional private insurance for CAM. Unlike physicians, 'Heilpraktiker' do not have to comply strictly with fee schedules and they are allowed to advertise their services to the public [6] . Any CAM therapy can be performed by a 'Heilpraktiker' as long as it is consistent with the 'Heilpraktiker'-law ('avert a danger to the health of the people') [7] . In general, 'Heilpraktiker' provide a great variety of CAM therapies. Complications are likely because they perform injections, for instance of homeopathic remedies, and other invasive procedures [8] . The number of 'Heilpraktiker' increased from 9.000 in 1993 to nearly 20.000 in 2007. So, with around 60.000 general practitioners (GPs) the ratio of 'Heilpraktiker' versus GPs is thought to be 1:3 at present [3] . The majority of 'Heilpraktiker' (>90%) are organized within 6 professional associations [9] .
Little is known about the role of CAM within the German health care system and CAM is still a highly controversial issue among German doctors, generating considerable professional and public debate [10, 11] . This paper explores the attitudes of GPs about the role of CAM in relation to the healthcare system and their everyday practice, quality of care, medical education and research in Germany. It also focuses upon the role of 'Heilpraktiker' within the German healthcare system.
All diagnosis and treatment modalities complementing 'conventional medicine' were included such as classical naturopathy (hydrotherapy, phytotherapy, kinesiotherapy, dietetics, physical and regulative therapy), acupuncture, chiropractic, homeopathy, anthroposophic medicine and neural therapy and also less well-known and used therapies such as bioresonance therapy and autohemotherapy.
Methods
We chose a qualitative approach consisting of focus groups because little is known about perspectives and rationales of GPs regarding CAM in Germany. Focus groups are an established qualitative research method to collect information from particular groups e.g. professional groups [12] . Unlike single person interviews, focus groups are able to explore disagreements as well as defining consensus and to work with group interaction processes to uncover hidden attitudes. 5 to 8 participants are considered to be an optimal size for a focus group [13] .
Ethics approval
The ethics committee of the Heidelberg Medical School informed us that approval by an ethics committee was not necessary because the study does not involve patient data (email communication 17/08/05).
Sampling
GPs were recruited during a symposium organized by the Department of General Practice and Health Services Research at the University Clinic of Heidelberg on the 8 th of October 2007 [14] . An information leaflet in the congress folder describing the aim of the study was handed out during the symposium to around 100 participating GPs from the area of Heidelberg/Nordbaden. In addition, GPs participating in quality circles (= regular meetings of 5-12 GPs where issues and problems of the daily work are discussed in a structured way, guided by a qualified moderator as part of a continuous quality improvement process) to which authors are members were also invited to participate by post. The only inclusion criterion for participation in the focus groups was that GPs had to be working in a practice as a GP, albeit self-employed or employed. Participants did not necessarily have to practice CAM.
Data collection
Discussions were moderated by two of the authors (SJ/ BM). At the beginning of each of the 3 focus groups there was an introduction about the methodological apects of focus groups given by the moderator. Furthermore, aspects of CAM terminology were presented on 3 power point slides to avoid discussions about 'terms'. Each focus group began with a round of introductions including information about age, location and structure of practice, years of work in practice, CAM qualification and focus of interest. In the course of each focus group the following central questions were presented by the moderator, each on a separate slide, to structure discussions:
• How do you assess the current role of CAM in SHI?
• Did the SHI Modernization Act (GMG 2004) make any changes to your every-day practice?
• What benefits or risks do you see in Individual Healthcare Services (IHS)?
• What do you think about 'Heilpraktiker'?
• What do you think about quality in CAM?
• What do think about CAM education?
• What do you think about research in CAM and what research topic would you personally be interested in?
The moderator ensured that each aspect of these questions was explained sufficiently, so that no questions or misunderstandings remained. During discussions the moderator ensured that contributions to the discussions were distributed more or less evenly among participants, i.e. where necessary the moderator might have asked some of the participants directly for his/her opinion.
Data analysis
The interviews were recorded digitally and fully transcribed. Each GP was labelled with a number. GP1 -GP 7 were particpants of focus group 1, GP 8 -GP12 were participants of focus group 2 and GP 13 -GP 17 were participants of focus group 3. Trancripts were analysed according to the qualitative content analysis of Mayring [15] . ATLAS.ti software was used for coding, text searching and developing network views [16] .
Four key themes were identified based on the topics covered in the focus groups: role of CAM within the German healthcare system, quality of care, education and research. All transcripts were read independently by two of the research team (SJ, BM) and a preliminary coding frame constructed with key themes and categories identified using an open coding method until a consensus was achieved. At regular research team meetings codes were merged within ATLAS.ti. The quotations cited here were translated by SJ from German into English and crosschecked by BM.
Results

17
GPs were recruited for participation in the focus groups. 12 GPs were recruited among congress participants whereas 5 GPs were recruited from quality circles of the authors. 3 of the GPs had academic links to the Department of General Practice and Health Services Research, Heidelberg University in addition to working in practice. Table 2 shows the main characteristics of the participating GPs. The majority of participants practised some form of CAM, with 4 GPs stating in the round of introductions that they did not practice CAM.
Each focus group lasted about three hours. The content analysis of the focus group transcripts resulted in four deductively derived themes (based on topics prompted for within the groups) containing several inductively derived categories (see Table 3 ).
Role of CAM within the German healthcare system
The key theme 'role of CAM within healthcare system' was discussed very extensively. The categories with their associated codes are summarized and displayed in Table 4 .
Integration of CAM
Most GPs reported that they have integrated one or more CAM therapies into their daily practice. GPs described their 'integrated' every-day practice as a continuum of possible medical approaches ranging between 'conventional therapies' and 'natural therapies'.
Existing evidence and patient preference are the main criteria used by GPs in deciding whether to apply CAM or conventional therapy. Important characteristics to be considered, therefore, are the presenting complaint as well as the experiences and expectations of the patient.
GPs criticized the lack of linkage among existing CAMoffers covered by SHI such as 'back care courses' or 'yoga courses' provided by public gyms. GPs complain about the fact that patients often make use of those courses unbeknown to their doctors. The majority of GPs considered that, to optimize benefit for patients, such courses should be integrated in a comprehensive therapeutic plan. In this regard, a key role for GPs that practice CAM is to link and integrate existing services. Overall, most GPs regarded integration of CAM as an opportunity for providing health care with a lower level of side effects and a more preventive approach while also actively involving patients in decision-making resulting in better patient health outcomes.
Statutory health insurance (SHI)
In all focus groups GPs complained that there is not sufficient payment for the time spent listening and talking to patients. GPs emphasised that, since time with the patient is the basis for many CAM therapies, better remuneration of this 'time' by SHI would enable enhanced provision of CAM.
In this context GPs critisized the recent regulations concerning SHI remuneration for acupuncture, which consists of 20-25 € per acupuncture session. GPs complained that this amount does not cover the time needed for a comprehensive Chinese diagnosis and/or potential details emerging in the course of treatment. Therefore, some GPs refused to provide acupuncture under these conditions. Extended inclusion of CAM within the catalogue of benefits of the SHI was a matter of considerable debate among the GPs. Some regarded evidence-based medicine as a suitable tool to decide which CAM therapy -as well as conventional therapy -should be covered by SHI. It was suggested that generating evidence in CAM is problematic due to a lack of research funding and perceived barriers to conducting CAM research at Universities. 
' (GP 5)
Some GPs postulated that an increased use of CAM would decrease overall costs in the healthcare system, because lower direct costs (fewer and cheaper drugs) and lower indirect costs would result from increased patient empowerment as a result of using CAM.
SHI Modernization Act (GMG 2004)
GPs repeatedly described that practices that provide CAM have lost patients since the introduction of the GMG in 2004. Suggested reasons included the ending of reimbursement for phytotherapeutic and homeopathic drugs and the newly introduced consultation fee. The consultation fee is particularly important as an explanation for the loss of patients in practices where the doctor serves as 'CAM-deluxe-doctor', visited in addition to the 'normal' GP.
Furthermore, GPs observed that the introduction of the GMG 2004 had meant that some patients with acute symptoms delayed their presentation. This would make using a CAM approach more difficult. There was consensus among the GPs about communication regarding IHS: all services should be made available for all patients. Furthermore, IHS should only be provided after a thorough and honest discussion with the patient in advance. Most GPs were of the opinion that for offering a certain CAM therapy one's belief in the efficacy of this therapy is an essential precondition.
In cases where the decision in favour of CAM is made on demand or in agreement with the patient and not imposed on the patient by the doctor, some GPs see an advantage in IHS. They suggest that the fact to pay extra for a specific therapy has a positive impact on patients' expectations which may increase the overall benefit of the treatment. Most GPs worried that the qualifications of 'Heilpraktiker' may not fully enable such practitioners to identify certain symptoms and diseases or to assess the urgency in certain medical conditions. Furthermore, GPs stated that 'Heilpraktiker' tend to provide patients with simple, onedimensional explanations for their symptoms. This leads to the development of simplified and, partly, wrong medical theories in patients.
'Sometimes you hear remarks of patients about correlations and therapies in conventional medicine: thyroid hormones weaken the thyroid gland. Those wrong or simplified medical theories and absurd ideas circulate among the total population.' (GP 5)
Another negative aspect mentioned by the GPs was that 'Heilpraktiker' might encourage a pathologization process of medical complaints providing simplified, often premature explanations. On the one hand those explanations often label the patients with irreversible diagnoses. On the other hand, some GPs supposed that a therapeutic demand is created leading in extreme cases (e.g. in patients with unfavourable or fatal prognosis) to addictions and the financial exploitation of a patient.
'So, I think, pilgrimage is a good word for this. I have a patient, who drives hundreds of kilometres to a 'Heilpraktiker' just putting stones on her belly. She goes there once in a quarter and pays 800. -€. She says she would need that.' (GP 8)
Another critisicm expressed by some GPs is the fact that 'Heilpraktiker' usually avoid giving patients responsibility for her/his condition but blame an 'enemy from outside' such as intestinal mycosis which is a typical 'Heilpraktiker' -diagnosis for lots of complaints.
'Giving patients co-responsibility for their situation... patients do not like this. And the 'Heilpraktiker' says: There is an enemy in your body -we will fight this enemy. This relieves. Not you have to do anything. You only have to let it done.' (GP 11)
Alternatively, it was recognised that 'Heilpraktiker' spend more time with patients and are seen to be on 'folks side' and represent, therefore, a kind of self-help or lay-help.
Possibly, patients consulting 'Heilpraktiker' are looking for help on an 'eye-to-eye level' and, -some GPs suggest -might feel better off with 'Heilpraktiker' than with doctors resulting in improved adherence to treatment.
'But the general idea is not so bad to educate a kind of lay-help for minor complaints. This could save the professional system work.' (GP 5)
Most GPs supposed that the popularity of 'Heilpraktiker' is linked to patients' low level of trust in regular healthcare. GPs presume that some 'Heilpraktiker' take advantage of this situation and try to generate a special 'esoteric' aura to attract people.
In Germany, many patients can still not differentiate between physicians practising CAM and 'Heilpraktiker'. Therefore, GPs regarded a public-oriented demarcation from 'Heilpraktiker' as important. In this regard, some
Negative arguments with regard to Heilpraktiker (HP) raised by GPs (ATLAS.ti network view) Figure 1 Negative arguments with regard to Heilpraktiker (HP) raised by GPs (ATLAS.ti network view). 
'Often I hear that from my patients: Are you a 'Heilpraktiker'? Either the image of CAM-practising physicians is so bad or the healthcare system is so intransparent to our patients. There is still a lot to be done to sharpen our profile.' (GP 14)
In summary, 'Heilpraktiker' are partly seen as competitors and partly as co-workers filling the gap by providing services that focus on humanity, time and empathising with patients who often complain about the contemporary medical system .
Quality
The definition and application of quality standards in the field of CAM was a controversial issue among participating GPs. There were two broad groups of GPs: those who thought that patients would benefit from standardizing CAM and those who feared that quality control would have negative effects for patients affecting the more subjective, emotional aspects of the therapeutic/healing process. Nevertheless, both groups considered the development of quality criteria would be useful to limit uncontrolled growth of 'medical grey areas' underpinned by only limited 'evidence-base'. Quality control was considered particularly important by GPs for CAM therapies covered by the SHI.
'I guess, seriousness and limitation of this 'creating-his-ownmarket-mentality' can only be obtained by evaluating CAM, standardizing CAM and implementing CAM in medical training and eduction on a level as high as possible.' (GP 8)
Across all focus groups there was a lively discussion about the extent to which pre-defined quality criteria can be developed relating to a patient's bio-psycho-social context, opinions and expectations. However, the more sceptical group of GPs worried that those CAM therapies p a t h o p h y sio lo g ic e x p la n a t io n s m e e t p a t ie n t s' e x p e ct a t io n s h o p e fo r in cu r a b le p a t ie n t s HP en sur e 'su r v iv a l' o f CAM k in d o f se lf-h e lp / la y -h e lp m o r e t im e fo r p at ien t s p at ien t s p r efe r HP car e ca r e a t e y e -le v e l p a t ie n t g e t e x p la n a t io n fo r e a ch sy m p t o m ca r e in clu d e s e m o t io n a l le v e l p a t ie n t s g o in g t o HP a r e p r o a ct iv e h ig h p a t ie n t e x p e ct a n cy t r ea t m en t a lt e r na t iv e s involving a complex intervention would lose a part of their therapeutic efficacy and the core element of individuality by standardization. 
have the impression that somebody is not ready at all for a certain therapy then I will certainly not force him. I will look for another vehicle.' (GP 8)
Furthermore, most GPs regard 'time' as one of the most important quality indicators for a successful CAM therapy. Some GPs mentioned that it would be important to incorporate physician-factors within quality assessment of CAM because effects of many CAM therapies seem to be 'therapist-dependent'. However, since this concerns 'soft skills' (e.g. ability of empathy, ability to communicate) rather than 'technical skills', this was seen as problematic by most GPs. Another problematic but important indicator was the 'authenticity' of the physician and their own belief in a therapy. Some GPs supposed that patients know immedicately whether the doctor him/herself is not convinced of a certain therapy. Thus, the 'authenticity' of the therapist was perceived to have a substantial impact.
Furthermore, the 'primum non nocere-principle' (= 'first, do not harm') was mentioned as a basic principle of quality, in particular, when administering substances to a patient such as phytotherapy or Chinese drugs. In the view of the GPs, only proven preparations should be implemented. Altogether, GPs seemed to be sceptical about the desirability of developing quality criteria, worrying that essential elements of CAM might be missed. Some GPs were also suspicious that quality criteria would be used for cost containment.
Education
There were only a few comments on the role of CAM at medical schools. Most of the GPs considered that CAM should be integrated in undergraduate education. For post-graduate education, GPs considered a parallel continuing medical education in both conventional and CAM topics to be important, in order to obtain and maintain a broad medical perspective. Overall, GPs seemed to be unsatisfied with the quality of CAM courses. Predominantly, the courses were seen to be too expensive and have poor content, poor presentation and a lack of structure. Moroever, the content of courses was dependent upon the provider of the courses. Several GPs reported that some of the courses resemble marketing events with referees often showing self-importance and overstatement concerning their own therapy.
'Anyway, this referent was so arrogant...HIS therapy cures everything: myocardial infarction, asthma etc.... Such a performance is not acceptable.' (GP 8).
GPs recommended that courses should be based on formats that focused on practice-oriented content in small groups or quality circles combining practice-oriented learning and independent, well prepared evidence-based information.
Research
Concerning the issue research GPs differentiated between CAM therapies with a rather individualised approach (homeopathy, TCM) and others (phytotherapy, autohemotherapy).
For the latter GPs estimated an evidence-based research approach as possible and reasonable. Particularly, research in phytotherapy was demanded by GPs sincefrom their point of view -there is huge patient demand for phytotherapeutics.
In contrast, regarding CAM therapies with an individualised approach, the majority of GPs doubted that current research methodology will lead to 'evidence'. To evaluate those CAM therapies, development and adoption of alternative research strategies was demanded. Those alternative strategies should incorporate individualised patientcentred outcome measures. Furthermore, studies comparing conventional routine care' versus complementary routine care' were suggested by the GPs. GPs emphasised that results of research influence them regarding their choice and exertion of certain CAM therapies.
'Even though not all publications are 100% close to reality, I feel more comfortable with my individual therapeutic decisions when I know that there are at least a few positive studies.' (GP 1)
Discussion
This paper explores the attitudes and experiences of German GPs about the role of CAM in the German healthcare system. Participating GPs range between the ‚typical coun-try doctor' and the 'CAM-deluxe doctor' who typically practices in city areas and is visited in addition to the 'normal' GP. The majority of the participating GPs used one or more CAM therapies in every-day practice (beyond dietetics, regulative therapy and physical therapy).
'Time' as key factor An important finding of the study relates to the fact that the time required to provide CAM is not valued or remunerated appropriately. GPs emphasised that the basis for most CAM therapies, as well as for good primary care, is a diagnostic/therapeutic approach which considers the biopsycho-social context of a patient. Studies have shown that sufficient time in the consultation as well as making a patient feel valued and understood as an individual by the doctor are aspects closely linked with patients' perceptions of good consultation quality [17] . Furthermore, there is evidence that the empathy of practitioners, as perceived by patients, has a direct impact on patient enablement and health outcome [18, 19] . Consistently, GPs in our focus groups emphasised that those aspects are not adequately considered in the German healthcare system. Therefore, changing remuneration to reflect the 'time' necessary to provide CAM was seen as key factor to improve the situation in Germany and an essential precondition for applying CAM in practice. A further important aspect in this connection is the dissatisfaction of Germans with their healthcare system [20] . In a study comparing three European countries people in Germany show less trust in healthcare, while people in England and Wales have the highest trust levels [21] . According to the literature a longer relationship with the physician, doctor's communication skills and doctor-patient interaction are determinants for patients trusting in healthcare [22, 23] . The lack of time spent by doctors with individual patients in Germany might be one explaining factor for this low level of trust in German patients.
Non-medical CAM practitioners (Heilpraktiker)
A lack of trust may cause patients to look for help on the ‚grey area' of the health market. Thus, the great demand for 'Heilpraktiker' as non-medical CAM practitioners in Germany was attributed by GPs to patients' low level of trust in regular healthcare. Since, in particular chronically ill patients show low levels of trust and their number may further increase in future, health policy makers should, therefore, be alert to the quality of non-regular healthcare providers such as 'Heilpraktiker'.
As a basic principle, the majority of GPs advocated that only health services provided by physicians, and not by 'Heilpraktiker', should be reimbursed by health insurances (also private ones). Furthermore, education and licensing, but also issues such as fees and advertizing promoting 'Heilpraktiker' compared to physicians, should be reconsidered and re-organized. It is suggested that changes in remuneration which encourage doctors to spend more time with patients would improve the doctorpatient interaction and, consequently improve trust in regular healthcare. This might also result in a decreased demand for non-regular healthcare such as 'Heilpraktiker'.
SHI Modernization Act 2004
The SHI Modernization Act had made little change to those GPs practising CAM. Some reported temporary decreases in consultations and increased prescriptions of antibiotics. These subjective impressions of the GPs are confirmed by survey data: immediately after the introduction of the consultation fee in January 2004 the number of consultations decreased by 8% to rise again above baseline values in the late 2005 [24] . At the beginning of 2004 increased prescriptions for antibiotics and antitussivespossibly instead of phytotherapeutics -were observed in a study evaluating patients with acute cough [25] . Nevertheless, the SHI Modernization Act seemed not to have left behind a strong influence on 'CAM care'. However, the impact on research, e.g. in the area of phytomedicine was substantial. Due to decreasing turnovers of phytotherapeutic drugs pharmaceutical companies invested less in producing phytotherapeutics -at least temporarily in 2004 and 2005.
Individual Healthcare Services (IHS)
Most GPs vehemently rejected a role for themselves as businessman/businesswoman for IHS. They were very critical of colleagues offering dubious therapies and charging a lot of money. However, CAM is only a small part of this 'second health market' of IHS. In particular, in the diagnostic field IHS increased (e.g. fitness check-ups, tonometry) whereas in the therapeutic field -including CAM -IHS only moderately increased [26] . In connection with IHS, GPs regarded as positive that patients specifically search and pay for CAM might have higher expectations on the effect of a therapy. Indeed, there is evidence that high patient expectations may result in better outcomes [27, 28] Costs Repeatedly within the focus group discussions the opinion was advanced that the overall costs of the healthcare system could be reduced by integration of CAM. Until now, this hypothesis could not be explicitely confirmed by studies [29, 30] . However, the study of Busato et al provided evidence of another composition of costs in CAMphysicians indicating a more patient-centred care [30] . Thus, CAM-physicans were more expensive regarding consultations whereas expenditures for drugs were less compared to Non-CAM-physicians [30] . Another longterm observational study showed a modest reduction of sick leave in chronically ill patients receiving a multimodal CAM therapy [31] .
Quality
Regarding quality assessment two main issues were discussed: the need to define quality and the concern about losing the key components of CAM while doing so. As comprehensive quality criteria for CAM GPs mentioned physician-factors such as authenticity and empathy. Indeed, there is plenty of evidence that physician-factors, in particular psychosocial factors rather than 'technical' skills, have a significant impact on the outcome of a therapy [32] [33] [34] . For example, regular Balint training may enhance psychosocial skills in GPs providing CAM.
However, GPs raised the question as to how to represent psychosocial physician factors within quality assessment. Existing measures include the 'Consultation and Relational Empathy' (CARE) measure [35] or the 'Medical Interview Satisfaction Scale' (MISS-29) measure [36] developed to assess patient satisfaction with individual doctor-patient consultations. Both measures were developed for general practice.
Research
The discussions on 'research' reflected the incongruity between the individual patient approach of CAM and the application of modern research methodologies represented by the RCT-design. Developing study designs that are more appropriate for CAM was regarded as challenge for the future, which should take into account the concept of the different CAM procedures and personal experiences of therapists and patients. However, regarding most CAM therapies as 'complex interventions' there is an existing research methodology which can be transferred to CAM research [37, 38] . 
Education
Overall discussions about educational issues were less detailed but recommended that CAM should be included in undergraduate education. Existing postgraduate courses were widely critisized as insufficiently evidencebased and too expensive. Improvement in the quality of professional education including formats combining practice-oriented learning and well prepared evidencebased information in small groups or quality circles was requested by GPs.
Limitations of the study
Because the sample was a convenience sample it is possible that the GPs that did not respond to the invitation were less enthusiastic about CAM and, therefore, may have different attitudes on the role of CAM within the German healthcare system. While there was at least one GP in each focus group who did not practise CAM, the majority of the sample practised some form of CAM and therefore might have expressed more positive views than CAM 'sceptics'. However, according to a recent survey around 60% of German GPs practice some type of CAM (own data; publication in preparation).Therefore, findings derived from this sample might reflect experiences and perspectives not only of a minority of German GPs. The question remains as to how transferable these findings are likely to be to other countries and health care systems respectively. It seems likely that the findings may be transferable to settings in other countries where GPs have integrated some form of CAM within their practice. However, there might be differences regarding issues of SHI and individual health services because these issues are tightly linked with political, country-specific regulations. Although the construct of 'Heilpraktiker' is unique in Germany, non-medical therapists such as chiropractors or acupuncturists may have similar functions in other countries. It might be interesting to explore similarities and differences between GPs attitudes on CAM and on nonmedical CAM practitioners across different countries in future studies.
As it is the nature of qualitative research, the analysis of the texts may be influenced by the authors, who are both involved in providing and teaching CAM (SJ, BM). By means of continuing discussions with all authors we have tried to minimize those influences. Because we reached saturation in the analysis of the key themes after 3 focus groups we stopped recruiting GPs. Due to the differences in healthcare systems in Germany and other countries we have tried to explain all relevant facts in detail [41] . Nevertheless, in the present article there might remain some ambiguity caused by differences in healthcare systems.
Conclusion
The majority of the participating GPs considered CAM as a reasonable complementary approach within primary care. However, higher remuneration of the 'time' requested to provide CAM is the main prerequisite for realizing 'integrative medicine' in Germany. CAM should be implemented on the basis of evidence considering patient's individual demands, values and socio-economic background as well as on the expertise of the individual doctor. However, comprehensive funding is a precondition to generate evidence and to further evaluate the cultural, social, economic and political aspects of CAM. In future studies, the quality of the doctor-patient-relationship and differences in patients' outcomes in doctors applying CAM compared to Non-CAM-physicians should be assessed. 
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